JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org. 
I. INTRODUCTION
AN interest in the Greek idea of the hero, and in the cults established in Greek states to historical or legendary figures endowed with this status, has for long been one of the chief concerns of research into Greek philology and religion.' But it is only through the gradual accumulation of archaeological evidence of Geometric and Archaic date that the origins of'hero cults' have begun to be seen as an historical problem requiring an historical explanation. The most recent general works on Geometric and Archaic Greece, by J. N. Coldstream, Anthony Snodgrass and Francois de Polignac,2 have long sections devoted to discussing the significance of hero cults, and general 'pan-hellenic' explanations have been offered for their occurrence. Whilst there may be much truth in their suggestions, such 'pan-Hellenic' explanations ignore important local differences in the archaeological and material manifestations of hero cults. These differences, I would argue, relate in part to the different paths that were taken in the formation and development of early states in Greece. I shall use as examples the two regions of Attica and the Argolid, two areas of Greece where differences both in the manifestations of hero cults and in the paths of social evolution can most easily be traced. Before embarking on a detailed comparison of the two areas however, some discussion of the other general explanations that have been put forward is in order.
II. THE EMERGENCE OF THE PROBLEM
In 1937, after the publication ofProsymna, Blegen published an article dealing with the postMycenaean finds from the Bronze Age tombs in that cemetery.3 It appeared that these finds (which were mainly of Late Geometric or Early Archaic date) were not associated with skeletons, and thus could not be interpreted as grave goods. It was also apparent that the gap in time between the latest Mycenaean finds and the earliest Late Geometric precluded an interpretation of such deposits as evidence for later 'tendance' or veneration of ancestors. J. M. Cook reviewed the evidence for Geometric and Archaic offerings at Mycenae, and noted that this phenomenon coincided with a general revival of interest in the Heroic World.4 A systematic overview of all the evidence for Geometric and Archaic deposits in Mycenaean tombs did not appear until Coldstream's important article.5 Coldstream, noting, as had Cook, that the practice of placing offerings in Mycenaean tombs was widespread in the late eighth-and early seventhcenturies BC but unknown before, linked this phenomenon to the spread of epic poetry and to a general, contemporary interest in the Heroic World. Indeed he went so far as to imply that the spread of Epic was the direct cause of such a practice. Since his article forms the ground for all subsequent discussion of the issue, it is worth considering its arguments in some detail.
First, Coldstream has defined the phenomenon. What, in archaeological terms, has to be explained is not the appearance of the numerous epigraphically or archaeologically attested cults of heroes known from epic poems (such as the cult of Menelaus and Helen at Sparta6 or the cult of Agamemnon at Mycenae),7 but the practice of placing offerings in Mycenaean tombs. This begins in the late eighth-century BC (and not before),8 and appears to be directed towards figures who, for us at least, remain anonymous. In attributing the cause of this practice to the circulation of epic, Coldstream has emphasised that the motivation for this behaviour must in part spring from a sense of inferiority felt by eighth-century Greeks in relation to the Age of Heroes. He argues that epic poetry created a new self-consciousness amongst the Greeks of the early Archaic period. Epic presented mainland Greeks with a set of ideals, but also emphasised the gulf that lay between the Age of Heroes and their own, apparently more mundane, existence. (This at least seems to be the feeling that informs the poems of Hesiod.) Epic thus had two effects on eighthcentury Greeks: it spurred them to emulate the ideals and imitate the behaviour of epic heroes; and it forced them to think of means whereby the heroic past could be made a part of the eighthor seventh-century present. To place offerings in Mycenaean tombs was one of the means whereby this assimilation of the past into the present, this re-appropriation of the Heroic Age, could take place. It was by this means, amongst others, that the Heroic Age was transformed into a usable past.
Secondly, Coldstream has noted that this practice was geographically restricted: common in Attica, the Argolid and Messenia, and fairly widespread in Central Greece and the Peloponnese. But it is a practice unknown in Crete or Thessaly, areas of equal renown in the epic tradition. If the practice was indeed caused by the spread of Epic, then we would expect that it would be equally common in these regions as well. Coldstream attributes its absence in these regions to the essential similarity of their burial customs in Geometric times with those of the Mycenaean World. In Crete and Thessaly collective interment in chamber or tholos tombs was still common in the eighth century BC. But to the inhabitants of Messenia, Attica or the Argolid, communities which had for long practised single burial of some kind, Mycenaean tombs would have stood as imposing and ever present reminders of the lost Heroic Age. Cretans and Thessalians however would have been incapable of perceiving the difference between themselves and the Age of Heroes, since there were no Heroic monuments to remind them of the fact. Snodgrass on the other hand deals explicitly with the same phenomenon as Coldstream. Thinking Coldstream's explanation 'too archaeological' he proposes a 'sociological' alternative.19 He notes that, with the important exception of Messenia, offerings in Mycenaean tombs occur in areas which were known in historical times to be inhabited by a free peasantry rather than by a dependent population of serfs. Furthermore, offerings in Mycenaean tombs are most commonly found in those areas of Greece for which there are good grounds for believing that there was a noticeable rise in population at the end of the eighth century, whether we take our index as being the number of known settlements or the number of visible graves.20 He sees the rise in the number of known sites in these areas as being the result of a process of re-settlement of the land by peasant agriculturalists, land which had lain fallow since Mycenaean times. In his view, the offerings in Mycenaean tombs must have been put there by free peasants who, in moving into new areas, had to propitiate the previous owners, represented by the impressive Mycenaean funerary architecture. In placing offerings in tombs, tombs whose monumental character led them automatically to be associated with the Age of Heroes, they were forging a link with that world, and at the same time establishing the legitimacy of their title to land which they would then farm.
Such explanations however only deal with (and can only account for) the general, geographic spread of finds within Greece. What is needed is an interpretation that takes some cognisance of the character of the deposits in particular areas, and the distribution of finds within particular regions. As will become apparent, the archaeological evidence is much more diverse, and at the same time more informative, than a casual reading of either Snodgrass' or Coldstream's articles would lead one to suppose. It would seem then that Geometric and Early Archaic offerings in Mycenaean tombs in Attica are to be found widely distributed within the region, and tend to be found in the countryside rather than in the city of Athens itself. Apart from its predominantly rural distribution, what further characterises the Attic evidence is the isolation of the findspots. With the exception of Eleusis, it is usually only one tomb at any particular site that was selected to receive offerings. This is an Attic pattern, and does not represent a 'Greek norm'.
So far, the distribution and character of finds in or over Bronze Age tombs meets with the requirements of Snodgrass' model. Additional support for his interpretation might be provided by the evidence for settlement expansion in Geometric times. The number of occupied sites rises from the three known to have been occupied at the end of LHIIIC and in Submycenaean, to five or six known from the ninth century to over twenty-eight datable to Late Geometric II.29 Many authors have seen this rise, not simply as the result of the re-settlement of fallow land, but as part of a process of internal re-colonisation of the Attic countryside from Athens itself30 In Attica the re-settlement of land and the appearance of offerings in or over Bronze Age tombs are clearly related to one another. If however we are to attribute the institution of this practice to the actions of free peasants wishing to establish their title to land that they would then farm, we would expect such a practice to be most common in the younger and smaller communities of the late eighth century. This we do not find. Instead, in at least three cases (Menidhi, Eleusis and Thorikos)31 offerings in tombs and veneration of heroes are to be found at those sites which appear already to have been settled in Protogeometric times. At Menidhi moreover the quality and quantity of finds is more in keeping with the actions of aristocrats than with those of free peasants. Only at Aliki Glyphada is the scale, date and nature of the offering consistent with the action of a free peasant wishing to make his claim to land unoccupied since Mycenaean times. In the majority of cases the practice of placing offerings in Mycenaean tombs appears to be the action, not of the newly founded, but of the older communities within Attica. Such practices do then appear to be connected with the late eighth-century population expansion and to land claims. But in other respects the evidence does not support Snodgrass' interpretation. It is more plausible to see the institution of these cults as part of a reaction by settled, richer communities to the founding of small settlements around them, the filling in of the Attic countryside, than it is to attribute them to the actions of land hungry, but easily awed, free peasants. In establishing a link with the heroic past these older communities were making an ideological claim to be of greater antiquity and importance than the newer sites. This must have been more than a claim to the title of the land, for these communities were by now more than two hundred years old. Rather it was a claim to be the true indigenous inhabitants of Attica, worthy successors to the Age of Heroes now being recounted in various epic lays. It may thus be seen as a gesture, a gesture which, in magnifying the antiquity of these sites, was directed as much towards Athens as towards the newer foundations. In so doing, these communities chose to emphasise their local ties, their local autochthony, rather than any links with the urban centre of the state. These were perhaps the actions of an established elite in the Attic countryside, an elite whose existence in the early eighth century is attested by the rich middle Geometric II burials at Anavyssos32 and Eleusis,33 and the rich Late Geometric interment at Menidhi. The third major concentration of Mycenaean tombs in the Argolid with Geometric or Archaic finds is to be found in the Prosymna cemetery, close to the major state sanctuary of Argos, the Heraeum.40 The character of the Archaic finds from these tombs, in particular the wealth of bronze items (long pins, fibulae, mesomphalic phialai, bronze discs and cutouts) is remarkably similar to that of Late Geometric and Archaic finds both from the Argive Heraeum itself41 and from a small Archaic shrine excavated by Blegen nearby.42 It is not then too fanciful to suppose that, in the vicinity of the Argive Heraeum at least, the difference between a 'hero cult' and other kinds of cult was not so very great, and that the appearance of offerings in these tombs must be intimately related to the construction and foundation of the Argive Heraeum itself. Indeed one could go further, and suggest that the motivation for the construction of the Heraeum, a site which served as the major state sanctuary for the Argive state, and for the placing of offerings in tombs nearby must have been largely the same. This leads on directly to a consideration of the politics of cult in the Argolid in the late eighth-century BC. But, before doing so, it is worthwhile underlining some important differences between the general political situation in Attica and in the Argolid in the Archaic period.
One difference is so obvious that it may hardly seem worth mentioning. Though the Argolid and Attica were areas of equivalent size, Attica was united politically, but the Argolid was, more often than not, divided into a number of sovereign poleis: Argos, Tiryns, Mycenae There remains the unresolved problem of the political significance of 'hero cults' in Messenia. I have avoided this question, partly because the popularity of these cults in an area inhabited by dependent helots (serfs) does not fit satisfactorily into anyone's explanatory models. Some light on this subject may be shed by W. E. Coulson, 'Geometric pottery from Volimidia', AJA xcii (I988) 53-74, although he does not go into the question of the significance of hero cults in Messenia in Geometric times.
